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A study examined the relationship between dyadic and 
nbrm^ive^ac^es^ibili ty of work supervisors and task characteristics 
of autonomy, vari^ety, and identity (whether the task is part of a 
process or results in a finished product). Dyadic accessibility 
refers to workers ' a^tiihates of their supervisors ' accessibility * 
Normative. accessibility is the workers* estimate of supervisor 
accessibility ihbrihs in the drgaiiizat ion as a whole. Forty > 
middle-level management personnel iii various midwestern organizations ; 

completed a questionnaire and; were interviewed by organizational 

cominun icat ion students. Analysis of the results indicated that task 
characteristics are related differentially to dyadic and normative 
supervisor accessibility. The data showed support for the overall 
relationship between tasH characteristics and dyadic accessibil 
Variety was significantly related to access in that workers felt tAe^ 
have more opportunity to interact with their supervisors when theiS^ 
job requires many activities. The relationship of autonomy and 
identity to accessibility was not as clear cut. Autonomy produced 
significant results^ indicating that employees have a 

relationship in which their supervisors are acceisssible ,^yeh though 
they may not often take advantage of it. Task identity/failed to 
produce a significant correlation. The results failed ito indicate a 
relationship between task characteristics and hbrmativW 
accessibility. (HTH) ^ 
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ABSTRACT 




Dyadic and hd inriative^^ccessibility are hypothesized to correlate 
positively with three^ task dimertsibris : variety, autdriditiy arid identity. 
The presumed irideperiderice of ^^e dyadic and normative 'accessibility;*' scales is 
also investigated. Data were collected ^om 40 middle level managers is a 
variety of organizations- Results^^^sH^^^ignif icant relationships between 
dyadic accessiblity ahd the characteristics of variety and autonomy. Tasks 

with high identity plausibly do not reqi^ire much supervis:^±on- ^ollert's 

: . 

scale for normative accessibility seems to have some serious vaMdity problems, 

t 

1 

and probably ought to be replaced or newly validated. 
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SUPERViSOR AeesSSIBILITY AND JOB CHARACTERISTICS. 

Perhaps the most cominon perceptual measure of the" quality of life in 
an orgmtization islsatisf action - with'one''S job; with one's supervisor or 
with one's organization as a whole. As a result of its usefulness as a 
dependent measure in organizational research; satisfaction is proving to be 
a theoreticaj. link between dozens of other variables'. This paper brings 
together two previously disparate traditions - Pollert ' s supervisor accessibilit 
studies and the large literature oh job characteristics - which 'each help 
explain various p^orker satisfactions. -''^ , 

Supervisor accessibility has been directly linked to satisfaction with 

one's superior, suc|l that accessible supervisor s are more satisfying (FoUert, 

in pressa) . Furthepmbre, acce^ibility has^prpved to be an important element 

of prganizatiorial climate (Follert, 1983), which of ^course is important to 

coimnunication satisfaction (Falcione, ±97A) and organizational satisfaction 

in general (see; e.g.; tikert; 1967; Redding; 1972). Another indirect link 

to overall satisfaction may be inferred from the finding that high access 

_ ✓ ---- 

to one's superior sharpens one's role clarity (Follert, 1980bi in press(b)). 

Access also predicts attraction tor and homophily with^ one's supervisor 

(Dallinger^ 1983). Baird (1973)^ reports a cohspriarit finding: subordinates' 

job satisfaction is positively correlate with their superiors' openness on 

task topics. (Jabliri, 1979, says that mds t superior-subordinate communication 

is task oriented). So access seems to be an important influence on several 

kinds of worker satisfactions. 

Job characteristics ai;e also r^ated to s&tisf action'.: The three task 

features pertinent to this study are worker autonomy, task variety, and task 



2; 



identity (i;e;, does the task rtsult in a completed product or a partial one?). 
Aidag and Brief (1975) report positive correlations ranging from :2b to 

_* _ _ __ ____ _ :__ 

.50 between these three job characteristics and satisfaction with supervisor 



and satisfaction in-genera^i Walsh, Taber and Beehr (198G) report correlations 

of about the same size beti^een job satisfaction and autonomy, variety and 

identity. Schrlesheim and DeNisi (1981) also ^disco^red a positive relation 

between variety and leadership satisfaction. These findings are only a small 

sample of the literature on variety^ autbridmy arid i(S|ntity (see Roberts 

arid Click, 1981), for a critical review of about 150^ pertinent studies)^ 

but they should serve to illustrate the urisuprisirig claim that features o^ 

one's job predict one's satisf action_with it, - 

This i^ the first effort to link Follert's work on access to the 

literature on Job characteristics. Some research has explored the relationship 

between variety, ^identity and autonomy and feedback (e.g., Schrlesheim and 

De Nisi, 1981; Walsh, et. ai . , 1980; the correlations tend be jpositive) , 

but feedback and access are c/onceptually distinct. Supervisor^^ccessibiii ty 

refers^^to the possibility of communication, not to the fact of it. It is for 

this reason thdt Follert (1980) insists that 'access may be valuable everi if 

_ ■_ _ _ _ . . * . _ ■ 

the supervisor and subordinate rarely interact- A good level of accessibility 

requires that the sup^erior be available whenever necessary; different jobs arid 

workers will naturally require different levels of supefvisibri. So research 

. which deals only with the frequenGy of superior-subordifiate cdmmunicatibri is 

- --' -- --- , ■ t 

not errtireiy on point. - 

The precise goal of this study is to relate Follert *s two measures of ^ 



access to the three job charact^eristics mentioned earlier. Their common 
positive relations to various satisfactions is weak evidence that they will 

^ : > .._ ' 

themselves be positively correlated. Hence our <f irst hypothesis: dyadic 
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arid normative accessibility are positively related to task variety^ identity 
arid autbribmy . Dyadic accessibility refers to the subo^rdiriate ' s estimate of 
his/her supetvisbr's accessibility. Normative accessibility, bri the btlier 
hand, is measured by asking the subbrdiriate to rate the access norms bf the 
organization as a w^ole. : 

Tas,ks with high variety would seem to require high levels of access, 
simply because there is more supervision to do. In highly variable job^ _ . 
more things can presumably go wrong in a greater number of ways. A supervisor 
with two subordinates - one with a repetitive unchanging job, and the other 
with a job whose specific demands change from^^xi^ to day - would naturally 
need to be more open to the second worker. 





A job having a high level of task identity is one in which the worker f ? 

_ _ _ ~f _ _ 

makes a firiished product rather thari a cdmpdrierit. Identity is therefore 
highly cbtrelated with task feedback (Walsh, et. al . , 1980), which is the 
feiedback arising from the task itself. Wbrkers with such jobs shbuld require 
the least supervision, and so we expect only a weak relationship between 
access and identity. The data should still produce a positive correlation, 
however, because |oth access and ideWtity are positively related to satisfaction. 

Highly autonomous jobs do not require frequent supervisor-worker interaction 
But as noted above, frequency and access are distinct. The autonomous worker 
i^so rieeds easy access. If interactions; are in fact rare, the interpersonal 
relatidriship between superior arid subbrdiriate must still be a gbod one in " 
order to prbvide unencumbered access. Effective wrk relatibris therefore 
riBquirie that the supervisor makie clear that his/her dbbr is bperi, eyeri if 
its threshhold is rarely crbssed. Sb a,utbribmy arid access *are expected to 
have a clearly positive relationship. 

A secondary purpose of this paper is to examine critically the distinctness 



of dyadic and hbrmative accessibility. Certainly they are 6bhceptually 

different: brie measures access in a single* cbricrete wbrk relationship 

( Foxier t, 1980b originally called this id^p^&^^ric ra t ic accessibility) ^ while the 

other refers to th^dverall brgariizatibri' s rules for access. However, a 

close Jreading of the literature leads to suspicions about discr iihiharit validity. 

For one thing, the scales correlate at significant levels (r=.6p in Fdllett, 

f98ea; r=.77 in Follert, 1980b; . 69 in Dallinger, 1983). In the cantext 

of this literature's results, there are very high correlations indeed. 

A possible reason .for this lack of empirical discr iminat ion -emerges from the 

measaring procedure for normative accessibility: subordinates are asked to 

make estimates about supervisor accessibility throughout the organization. 

Plausibly, these ratings will be dominated by the rater's only concrete 

experierlce in the ^rganizatibh - experience with the same supervisor rated 

bh the dyadic accessibility scale (versions of the scales are in Follert, 

• 

1980a; 1982). We express biir suspicibris in the second hypothesis: dyadic 

and normative supervisor accessi bility ar^-s^ trbhgly relat ed . We will present 

data on the scales themselves, arid closely examirie their relat ibriships to the 

job characteristics. A finding thac the scdles overlap to an Unacceptable 

degree will justify only a different measurement approach; we are entirely 

satisfied that the two constructs are conceptuaiiy distinct. 

HETHOD 

Respbndents >^ 

Respondents were 40 middle level management personnel employed in various 
brgariiza tibris in the midwest. Studerics in brgariizatibrial cbmmunicatibri classes 
were required to db ari iriterview with an brgariizatibrial member who held a jbb 
similar to one which the student hoped- to hold from brie tb fi've years after 



graduatidri. All students 'f^ere ^KLic Comihtihicatibri ariNd Human Relations 

1 - V . 

majors. Most* interviewee^ wereJ Supervisors of 2-lp employees in small 
business organizations; Average /djlterviewee ' s tenure in their respective - 
organizations was 10 years, whilfe^the av4tage length of ti^e that they had 



worked for their present supervisor was 4 years. 
Procedures ^ [ ^ \ 

.Subjects were asked, by. t*he stddent ititierviewers , to complete a 
questionnaire foiiowing the interview and- then return it direc^l]^ to the first 



author. Forty of forty-seven interviewees returned the questionnaire, producing 
an 85% response rate. All questionnaires returned were used iiy the, analyses . 

I \ 

Operat ionalizat ion of the Measures ' ' : 

Supervisor Accessibility dyadic and normative dimensions of the 

supervisor accessibility scale were used to measure supervisor * s availibility 



to their subbrdiriates (Fbllert, 1980a). For each scale, sev^ Likert-^type 
items were used ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Previous 
alpha reliabilities and construct validity for various versions of the 
instrument are resported in Follert (1982) and Dallinger (1983) and are of 
acceptable levels. 

Task Characteristics . The variety, taste identitv;>^fI3>autonomy subscaies 
of the Job Characteristics Inventory (JCI) were used te asfeess properties of 
respond ent s * jobs (Sims y S zilagy i , and Keller ^ 1-978) . Ea^I^ item wa s measured 
on a five point Likert-type scale. Alpha reliabilities and factor struct 
of the JCI have be^h reported in previous research (Siras^ et. al., 1978; 
Griff ijKr\-Mbbrheadfc,^and Jbhnsbri, 1980; Pierce and Dunham^ 1978) ^ and are 
of acceptable levels. 



ure 



Analyses , - 

Hypothesis 1 was tested by computing two multiple regressions. Dyadic 
supervisor accessibility wa§ the independent variable in tht first regression 
and normative accessibility was^ the iridepehdeht variable for the second- ^ For 



bot'h; regressions, the-^alsk chaf^teristics constituted the /dependent variables. 
Significant multiple cbrrelatidri coefficients were considered to be support 
:for the hypothesis. Further analyses were ebridu^ted by examination <)f the 
bivariate correlation .between the variables. 

Hypothesis 2 was tested by two separate prdcedur-es. First the bivariate. 



correlation between dyadic and normative acq^essibility was examined, A 
significant correlation was counted as support for the hypothesis. Secondly, 
partial correlations were computed using each tasfe dimension as a criterion. 
Whep dyadic accessibility was used as the independent variable then normative 
accessibility was used as the control variable, and vice versa. Significant 
partial correlations between task characteristics both dyadic and normative 

c 

accessibility were taken as evidence for Hypothesis 2. 



RESULTS ^ ' 
I 

Preliminary Analyses > * 

Means, standard deviations and sample sizes can be located in Table 1, 

Other analyses included principle compdnentsj^ orthogonal rdtatidri factor'" 

analyses for the supervisor accessibility and the JCI instruments. The seven 

t _ _ ' . - ; ^ 

Insert Table 1 



iteiii a priori structures for the dyadic and ' normative supervisor accessibility 
scales were generally Supported, thougVi we will discuss this in more dfetaii 
under Hypothesis 2. Fdur item sdlutidhs were indicated for each of the variety, 
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task identity and autonomy scaleis, and therefore, subisequent analyses used 
these four item versions of the dimensions rather than the original scales. 
Factor loadings can be obtained by contacting the authors. 

Coefficent alpha reliabilities were computed for each of the five 

:^ .. _ _ ^ _ . _ ._ . . . ... : 

subscales, and are presented in Table 1. These ranged from ,.76 to .91 

♦ ;^ 

and were deemed suitable for research a^e.. 

Finally^ a correlation matrix was computed to determine the inter- 
relatedhess between the variables. Approximately 50% of the correlations 
were significant at the bivariate level. These correlations are in Table 2. 

Hypothesis 1 The. multiple regression iisihg dyadic accessibility as' the 
dependent variable was significant (F=4.08, p=.05). The task characteristics 
of variety, autonomy and identity produced an R of .33 when regressed oh 
dyadic supervisor accessibility, and accounted for 11% of its variance*. 
However, the regression u^ing normative accessibility as the dependent 
variable faiied to reach significance (F=.84, p=.37). Task variety, autdndtny 
and identity produced an R of .16, and accounted for only 2% of the vafiance / 
in normative accessibility. Regression statistics are included in Table 3. / 



Insert Table 2 



Examination of the correlation matrix indicated that both variety and 
autonomy were significantly correlated at the bivariate level w^th dyadic 



accessibility. However, the dyadic q^ccessibility/task^dehtity correlatiori 
did not reacfi significance. None of the thiiree task characteristics were 

significantly correlated with .normative accessibility at the bivariate level. 

; ^ _ 

The power for a correlational test of medium effect size and o( = . 05 with the 

> ^ 

present sample size in .66 (Cohen, 1969). Considered together, these anlayses 

J 

provide partial support for hypothes^ 1: dyadic accessibility is related 



io 



to task variety and autoriomyj but rid other irelatioriships are significant, 



Insert Table 3 



Hypothesis 2 . The bivariate correlation between ridtinative arid dyadic 
supervisor ^accessibility was .67 arid was significant (p«.001), thus tending 
to siipipdrt'the hypothesis. The partial correlations using dyadic accessibility 
as the independent variable and :norma£ive' accessibility as the control variable ::n 
produced significant bivariate correlations both for variety (r=.3|i, p=.d2) 
and for identity (r«.29, p=.e5)L^bat not for autonomy (r=.15, p=.20^ The' 
partial correlations between the task characteristics and normative^ccesslbility 
controlling for dyadic accessibility, failed to produce any significant 
correlation coefficients (variety: r= -.15^ p=.20| autbrioiny: r=.02, p=.46; 
and identity: r= -.17, p=.17). 'Partial correlations are iricluded iri Table 4. 



Irisert Table 4 



Although the factor Ibadirigs for dyadic, arid ridrmative accessibility cdrifdrmed 
reasoriably well td the a pridri factdr structure, they did not indicate two 
entirely distinc^t dixQensions. Several items loaded nearly as much on the* 
second dimension as on the first. Taken together these analyses itidicate 
that using one access measure as a control variable can have important ~^ 
ef*^ects on the various relationships \ this is a result of the overlap 



implied by the correlation between the two measures. 

DISCUSSION ' 
Task character istics are dif f ereritially related td dyadic arid ridrmative 
supervisor accessibility. The dat^ shdwed suppdrt| fdr'the dverall relatidrisIH.p 
between ta§k characteristics and dyadic accessibility. Variety was significantly 
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related to access In both^he bivariate aridf the partial correlations.. As 

: 4 - - _ . . ' ' ^ . ■ 

"hypothesized; subordinat^is^ feel that they have more oppoftuhity to interact ..V 
with their supervisors when their Job requif-eS* many activities. The ^ 
Relationship of autonomy and identity to accessibility was not qiiite as ' ■ . 
clear-cut. In the bivariate*correiations; autonomy produced significant' 
results, indicating that employees need.>to have a relationship in which ^their 
superibrj/is accessible (even, though they may not afden tmke ladvanti^ge ><iif it). 
iaentit>^ failed to produce a significant correlation, although it was in 
the f>"ositive direct ibh. Wlien workers have high identity jobstf they may gain 
most of their feedback from completion of the task^ rather than by conmianicating 
with the supervisor. TliUs, they ^re not as likely to need access to the 

supervisor. These findings are cbhsisteht with the hypothesis^ even though 

_ _._ _ . _ *_ __ _ ___ _ _ ■ _ * 

identity did not produce the significant relationship expected. 

The partial correlations between autonomy arid identity were not consistent 

_ _ .0 _ _ _ _' _ _ _ 

with the bivariate results. Here identity was sigriif icaritly correlated v/ith 

accessibility, and autonomy was hot. Wh^le we could work dUt severaJ .meaningful 

explanations for these results, we hesitate to do so becaiise of our dissatisf acti< 
♦ ■■ ? 

with the^^^norraative dimension of the accessibility instrument. If the ridrtiiative 
-instrument is not measuring a distinct concept, then partiaiiing out normative 
accessibility from dyadic may- reduce true score variance in the dyadic measurement 
When the yariarice is small, correlations are not as^likely to occur and we 
feel that the partialed correlations here are an example of this effect. 
Thus; we believe: that the data indicate a relationship between dyadic access 
and these three task characteristics, in spite df the partial cdrrelatibn 
results. ^ . ^ * 

The results fail to indicate a relationship between task chatacte^stiqs' 
and normative supervisor accessibility. The overall multiple regressidn was 
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^ _ _ 

riot sigriif icant anh neither the bivariate nqr the partial correiat ion&i 

. , ■ ■ ^ ■ , i ^ 

. arialyses produced a single significant result. This finding, though inconsistent 
with* our hypothesis, is perhaps riot very suprisirig. Subordinates are extremely 
familiar with their bwri jobs arid with their relationships with their own 
supervisors. Thus they are able to 'make valid repori^npf their perceptions 
on' the dyadic scale. But Subordinates may riot have exterisive kribwledge 
about the entire organizatidri arid the -ribrms existing iri it. .Therefore^ ^ 
a giv^n subordinate's perception of the brgariizatibrial nbrms may not^b#^ 
very accurate. THus the data about normative accessibility^^y contain too ~ 
much error variance to allow relationships to emerge. 

A second explanation for the lack of significant results is the riature 
of the normative measuring instrument. As previously suggested, the normative 
instrument here may simply be an indirect measure of dyadic accessibility 
because the subordinate can only generalize about norms of accessibility 
based bn direct experience wi,th his/her own superior. If this instrument is 
really measuring that relationship^ then it loses validity in regard to 
organizational ribrms as a whble. Of course j if an instrument has poor validity, 
it probably cannot be used tb isolate relatibriships even if they do in fact 
exist. The results of the bivariate cbrrelatibris shbw the same gerieral pattern 
of results for the normative/accessibility cdrrelatibris as they db for the 
dyadic/accessibility correlations (though of course the normative cbrrelatibris 
ar^ lower). This would be expected ff the two instruments were measiiririg the 
same things but the first were a better (more valid) measure of it. Thus 
we believe that we have not really tested the relationship between normative 
accessibility arid task characteristics because of the poor qaniity of the 
ribirmative iristrumcrit used. . ; ' 

If the Fbllert bperat ibrializa tion of normative accessibility is not 
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\ ■ ■ ■ , 

.;. ... I. . ^ ^ . .. .• ■ . 

A^alid, how can one m^aisure ihi^cbtistruct ip drgariiza'tidns? We suggest 

- — -rO^ ■ 

• several alternatives;* First, an organiza^tion may have some fdr&al statements 

- ..... • . . '. . . V-^.-'-^' ... ^ 1 . ' 

of accessibility norms which could be obtained. Policies cdricerriitig perfdrtnarice 



appraisals might constitute accessibility norms. An drgaiiizatidn which requires 
supefT-dL^ to consult -with each of their subordinates fdur to six times a 
year should have greater accessibility norms than one which requires such 
interaction only once a year or le?SB. Other organizational procedures which 

. arfe being implemented witf] growing frequency, (e.g., feedback meetings, ' ^ 

j-^. ' 

mahagemerit by objectives, team development programs) can affect or implement 

- - ' ^ 

organizational accessibility norms. Such an operationalization would have 
to be 'undertaken with caution. Just as the organizational "chart is not alwayfe 
an accurate picture of the cotnmunication network^ these formal policies may 
ttdt accurately reflect actual norms of accessibility. 

Scedndly, ridrmative ac&fessibility could be measured by ^kihg all 

employees of an drganizatidn td cdiiiplete Fdllert's dyadic scale. An average 

) " ♦ : 

of these perceptions should provide an assessment df tidrmative accessibility 

from the subordinates* point "of view. 

Similarly, the. superiors in an organization might be asked to respond 

to an instrument asking either how accessible to subordinates they are or 

how accessible they are supposed to be. An average of these responses would 

; : ' X - , ' . 

represent the supervisors' view o^sjihe accessibility norm. 

Finally^ norms for accessibility could be obtained through observatiorrai 
techniques. Trained observers watching interactions between superiors and 
subdrdiriates cduld detect dverall accessibility norms. Such procedures could 

used td validate dyadic accessibility rirpdrts for particular superior/ ' 
subordinate dyads: An advantage of using dbserva tidrial techniques is that 
actual behaviors are used rather than reliance on self repdrts arid recall. 



Although this wd^ld hot be sufficient' to assess the accessibility concept 

-. J • - - _ * 

(because opportunity to interact is not quite the same as actual inteiraction," 
as we have noted), it can provide a good indication of how often subordinates 
and superiors do interact, arid how often subordinates attempt to interact 
with snperiors but fail to gairi eritre. Careful observations of these behaviors 
c^n provide useful information tegardirig accessibility norms. 



CONCLUSION 

Dyadic accessibility correlates positively with job characteristics. 
Both task variety and autonomy are significantly related to this measure of 
accessibility; the failure of identity to correlate -is somewhat cbrisisterit 
with this paper '"s rationale. The measure of normative accessibility fails 
to^trdrrelat^ with job characteristics, but the normative measure itself 
seems to be flawed. Alternative ways of assessing organizational accessibility 
norms promise more validity. 
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- V. ; Table 1 ^ 

Means, Standard Deviations^, N Sizes and Alpha "^ReliabiritleS 

^ --'^ 

Standard Sample " 

Mean Beviation ' . Size— 

Dyadic ' ^ ^ ' . 

Accessibility 29.64 5.52 39 . . 91 

Nb^Tnatiye __ _ ' . • 

Accessibility ' 28.71 ^' 4.87 ^ ' ' 38- ;85 

TASK J ^ W ' 

CHARACTER XSTICS " ^ .... 

Variety 16.33 2.83 40 .77 

Autonomy 17.73 2.24 40 .76 

identity 17.57 2.35 . 37 .85 
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IC 

Accessibility 

Nbnnative_ 
Accessibility 

TASK 

CHARACTERISTICS 



Table 2 . | ^ 
Correlation Matrix 

^ - 
Normative 



.67** 



Variety • ^ ^utonotpy 



.32* 

<9 - 

.14 ( 



.37** 
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Variety 
All to no my 



,28* 



** p t . 01 
* P<.05 
+ p<.16 
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Table 3 
Multiple .Regression 



Dependent 
Variable 



4. _ 

Dyadic 

Accessibility 



33 



.11 



4.08 



.05 



Normative 
Acc essibility 



.16 



.02 



.84 



37 



Table 4 
Partiai CorrelSstion Matrix 



Dyadic " 
Accessibility 
(controlling for 
normative) 



TASK CHARACTERISTICS 
Vari ety Auto no my Ideht ity 



34* .15 .29* 



Normative' 

Accessibility _ -.15 .02 -.17 

(controlling for 

dyadic) 

* P< .05 ' . 
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